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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 5 December 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The amendment was filed on 5 December 2005. 

3. Claim 9 stands rejected. 

4. The amendment to the Abstract has been accepted. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicants' arguments filed on 5 December 2005 (Remarks on pages 11-16) have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicants argue on page 12 stating "Hoffman is not concerned with temporal resolution. Rather, 
Hoffman is concerned with spatial resolution." Applicant cites Hoffman's col. 3 lines 23-30 stating that 
"the region 102 are read at slower rate.. . On other hand, the background regions 102 are read at a higher 
rate." 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The examiner, in an office action mailed on 22 September 2005, states (admits) on page 2 that 
"Hoffman does not expressly disclose temporal resolution of region in interest within the imaged area." 
This is one of the reasons to bring in the secondary reference by Dillen (US 5,530,935). Dillen discloses 
having higher temporal resolution within the region of interest at col. 7 lines 5 1-52. Throughout the 
reference, Dillen is processing temporal resolution of the image rather than spatial. There was a reason to 
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combine these references given in the previous office action (and also given below in the rejection of (at 
least) claim 1). 

The Hoffman reference does not teach away from the present invention (as stated/argued by the 
applicants on page 13) because, in the "Description Of The Preferred Embodiment" Hoffman discloses 
the scanning rate for each region simply being different (col. 5 lines 1-5). 

On page 13, applicants argue stating, "Dillen is completely silent and does not teach or suggest 
reading out regions of interest at a higher scanning rather than other regions." 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Dillen discloses having the region of interest read out at a higher scanning rather than the 
scanning rate for quantities of image point. Dillen discloses having different frequency (higher for the 
region of interest (ROI) and lower for the surrounding area of the ROI) of the image to discard the lower 
frequency and only evaluating the higher frequency portion at col. 7 lines 38-55. Please note the region 
of interest being contour 30 in Fig. 2, col. 6 lines 16-23. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teaching of Dillen with Hoffman in order to have the region of interest (i.e., part of a patient's heart, 
Dillen, col. 7 line 5 1) study at higher temporal resolution than other part of the image, col. 7 lines 45-55. 

Lastly, the applicant on page 14 argue stating, ".. . such an accelerated read-out is not due to 
higher scanning rate; rather it is due to the discarding of image portions." Please note that the claims do 
not recite this limitation and therefore, this argument is unconvincing. 

Claim Objections 

6. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 1 line 15 (filed on 
1 1/2/2005) has a misspelled word "pinots" Perhaps this ought to change to "points". Appropriate 
correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoffman (US 6,437,338) in view of Dillen (US 5,530,935). 

With regard to claim 1 Hoffman discloses elements of at least two quantities of image points 
and/or groups of image points being read out at a different scanning rate is explained by in col. 4, line 61 
to col. 5, line 7. Hoffman explains that selected regions, 102 in figure 3, corresponding to quantities of 
image points, are readout at different rates, corresponding to different scanning rates. Hoffman does not 
expressly disclose temporal resolution of region in interest within the imaged area. Dillen discloses 
having higher temporal resolution within the region of interest at col 7 lines 38-55. Dillen discloses 
having different frequency (higher for the region of interest (ROI) and lower for the surrounding area of 
the ROI) of the image to discard the lower frequency and only evaluating the higher frequency portion at 
col. 7 lines 38-55. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teaching of Dillen with Hoffman. The motivation for doing so is to convert only 
the ROI portion into a video signal in a temporal domain rather than spatial (as it is in Hoffman). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dillen with Hoffman to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 2, the image points being grouped so as to form lines of a two-dimensional 
image and that the lines that belong to a quantity are all read out at a uniform scanning rate is illustrated 
by Hoffman in figure 3 and explained in column 2, lines 36-38. The rows in a selected region 102 are 
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each readout at a uniform scan rate as explained by Hoffman in column 4, lines 61-63 (wherein different 
regions are readout at different rates, but rows within a region 1 02 are readout at the same rate). 

With regard to claim 3, the lines of image points of the image being alternately assigned to at 
least two quantities with different scanning rates is explained by Hoffman in column 4, line 61 to column 
5, line 7. In figure 3 5 Hoffman illustrates plural image regions, which are each readout at different rates. 
So the rows from each region are assigned to different scanning rates. 

With regard to claim 4, the quantities of image points and/or groups of image points overlapping 
at least in a region of the image surface is illustrated by Hoffman in figure 3. The drawings of the instant 
application illustrate a Region of Interest (ROI) surrounded by the background in figure 1 . Similarly, 
Hoffman explains that the ROI can be selected in an image in column 3, lines 44-47. Therefore, the 
regions 102 corresponding to the ROI would be readout at one scanning rate, whereas the regions 102 
corresponding to the background would be readout at a second scanning rate. Furthermore, the regions 
102 of Hoffman are all on the same image plane. 

With regard to claim 6, the image sensor being sensitive to X-rays is explained by Hoffinan in the 
abstract by the x-ray detector. 

With regard to claim 8, the addressing unit being arranged in such a manner that it selects the 
addressable image points and/or groups of image points at a different scanning rate is explained by 
Hoffinan in column 4, line 61 to column 5, line 7. Hoffman explains that scan sequencer 110 selects 
regions 102, corresponding to addressable image points, at different rates, corresponding to different 
scanning rates. Also, as explained above in claim 1 Dillen discloses scanning at different rate as well as 
Hoffman. Dillen also discloses sensor having higher temporal resolution as discussed above in claim 1 . 

Claim 11 recites identical features as claim 2. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 1 1 . 



Application/Control Number: 10/040,063 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2621 

Claim 12 recites identical features as claim 3. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 12. 

Claim 13 recites identical features as claim 4. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 4 is equally applicable to claim 13. 

Claim 14 recites identical features as claim 8. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 14. 

Claim 15 recites identical features as claim 11. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 1 1 is equally applicable to claim 15. 

Claim 16 recites identical features as claim 12. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 12 is equally applicable to claim 16. 

Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 13. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 13 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

Claim 19 recites identical features as claim 6. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 19. 

9. Claims 5, 10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoffman in 
view of Dillen (US 5,530,935) as applied to claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-17 and 19 above, and further in view of 
Donges et al (U.S. Patent No. 4,736,401). 

Referring to claim 5, the further processing of the signals from image points read out, notably 
their amplification, being performed in dependence on the relevant scanning rate of the image points is 
not explicitly explained by Hoffman. However, Donges et al explain that the amplification of an x-ray 
scanner (explained in the abstract) is controlled by the scanning rate in column 2, lines 3-8. Donges et al 
explain that this processing is done to maintain a constant output signal. The systems of Hoffman and 
Donges et al are both concerned with x-ray scanning devices as explained in the abstracts of both 
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references. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to process the signals from image points read out, notably their amplification, 
dependent on the relevant scanning rate of the image points, as suggested by Donges et al, in the system 
of Hoffman because the images output cy the detector would be more consistent. 

Referring to claim 10, the reading unit being arranged in such a manner that it bases the 
processing, notably the signal amplification, on the scanning rate at which the relevant image points 
and/or groups of image points are addressed corresponds to claim 5. 

With regards to claim 18 It would have been obvious matter of design choice to modify the 
Hoffman (in view of Dillen) reference by having different groups of image points since applicant has not 
discloses that having different groups of image points solves any stated problem or is for any particular 
purpose and it appears that the Hoffman and Dillen would perform equally well with Donges et al. as 
Donges et al. discloses the amplification of an x-ray scanner (explained in the abstract) controlled by the 
scanning rate in column 2, lines 3-8. 

10. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoffman in view of Dillen 
(US 5,530,935) as applied to claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-17 and 19 above, and further in view of Lyons et al 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,713,773 Bl). 

Referring to claim 7, the image points and/or the groups of image points that are read out at a 
lower scanning rate being irradiated with a lower intensity is not explicitly explained by Hoffman. 
However, Lyons et al explains that the irradiation dosage, corresponding to the irradiation intensity, is a 
product of the rate at which the beam is being scanned in column 2, lines 25-28. Lyons et al explain that 
such a system is capable of delivering a precise item-specific dose of irradiation in column 1, lines 15-18. 
The system of Lyons et al is also concerned with detecting x-ray emissions as explained in the abstract. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to irradiate image points that are read out at a lower scanning with a lower intensity, as suggested 
by Lyons et al, in the system of Hoffman because the dosage of radiation would be more precise. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Shefali D. Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-7396. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jingge Wu can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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